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- We want to consider, albeit very briefly, somgpof the main COnsEructs
- . ] y
of -a cognitive social learniﬁg/gosition (Mischel, 1973) and examine how - " g
they apply to the.psychological analysis of'moral judgments and horél (pro-
) sociél) conduct. P ) - _ s
. e - : : '
Human beings not only generate behaviors but also ca;egorize, evaluate,
- - . i A -
and judge tBem.. Thus a comprehensive psychological analysis of "morality" - ’
' o)
" ~\Just consider judgments about what is moral as well as the determinants dé .
moral behavior itself. Morél judgment concerns the evaluation of good-bad
(right—wrong, fair-unfair) and of what one "ought to do;" moral conduct
< (behavior) concerns the achievement of the good and the avoidance of the bad '

# . ~

in ones actions.

. v . 4
P P 14

+ 1In a psyéhologicél analysis of morality it 1is also necessary at the outset

Lo disting&ish two components: 'tpe individual's competence (capacit&) to *
uvnefﬁte moral (pfosoé&al) behaviors, and the motivatiomal (incenFive) variables
E?# j for éheir Eefformance in particular situations. This difference between d
’ r;?»i compé;énce and ﬁerférmance mirrors the basic distinction que between.
o . ,
QZimj acquisition (learning) and performance in social learniﬁg‘formulations (e.g.,
@Q Bandura, .1969; Mischel, 1968, 1971) as v;ell as inhingui'stic\ theortes like
o Chomsky“ﬁ; 3cquisitidn or learning depedds mainly on cognitive-sensory e
processes (although it may be facilitated.by incentive or reinforcement
Kf‘ws conditions). T?e-products of acquisition are a» person's competencies, that
ﬁ ' , i, the repeftoiré‘of what the ind{vidual ggg.do, and encompass -what he knows, (/

dnd the skills, rules, and cognitive capacities which he has acquired and

'QG(102 o : N g
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which permit him to generate (comstruct) behaviors (Mischél, 1973). In

‘

contrast, performance depends on motivational variables and incentive

¢

conditions." ;
<

?irst, let us conéider the . topic of moral competence;' Later ‘we will
discuss conditions relevant to the performance of moral con&éct ghd the
achievement of self—regdlati?n. Finally, we will ménfion some Basic .
issuéé in thg o;ganization and infer—relations of moral judgment énd of

] \
moral conduct and self-regulation.

=

Moral Competence : N
- ' )

'Inuthé course of devélopment, and by meansg of_bothfdirec; and observa- r

tional learning, each persom acquires information about the world and his -

oy K .

relaéionéhip to ;t; As a result of cognitive maturation and eentinuous social
learnin%; the individual acquires an increasingly large potential for

generaq;ng organized behavior. These acquisitionms include such diverse

learnings as the structure (or construction) 05 the physical world-(e.g., -
1y { .

Piaget, 1954), the‘social rules\.conventiOns and principles that guide conduct
(e.g., Aronfreed, 1968: Kohlberg, 1969) and the personal conmstructs generated

about self and others (e.g., G. Kelly, 1955).

r

\

In cpognitive social learning theory (Mischel,’l973), the concept of

R .

cognitive and behavioral construction competencies encompasses the great

~

vnfiety of man's psychoiogical acquiﬁitions and refers to the diverse -

cognitions and behaviors that the individual is capable of constructing. The

’ N -
term '""constructions' emphasizes the tonstructive fashion in which informdtiod
{

appears to be retrieved (e.g., Neisser, 1967) and the active organization
{

X !
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through which it is categorized and transformed in the course~of its.prPcessing R
(Bower, 1970; Mandler, 1967, 1968). In sum, the concept of construction’

competencieé is intended to emphasize the person'a'cognitive activitiesy

(i.e., the operations and transformations that he performs on information)
: A\ ' , . '_ .
rather than a residue of finite cognitions and responses that he "has™ in a-~

.. . ~ N * N,

more passive, static Sense. .
o ) ) ‘ .

Whatever "intelligence" turns out to be, it is sure to have.a major role

]

PR

/ in moral competence. Cognitive competencies (as testgd byr"mental age" and
IQ tests) tend to be among the very best predictors of “honest -in‘condu{t

(Hartshorne & May, 1928) and of later soci . and .interpersonal adjustment

v

{e.g., Anderson, 1960). Cognitive achievement

N

. ' &
and intellective potential,

as measured by mental age or IJ\tests, are rightll being given a central "\J//

rdle in cognitive—developmental theories such as Kohlberg's (1969) and appear
- -~ f "
- ) to be important aspects of such cohcepts as "moral maturity," "ego strength,"

»

ahd "ego development." Indices that ate ¢ strongly correlated with cognitive-
: AN

intellective competence, .such as age, and cegtain demographic variables
(e.g., socioecdnomic level, education) \\tso tend to be among thg best

pred}ctors of thq.adequacy of social functioning (e. g., Robbins, 1972)

Finally, the 1mportance of '"sheer cognitiver power in the operaﬁ{on of A
conscience" (Aronfreed, 1968, J{ 265) 1is also supported by studies that have

tppnd intelligence to be significantly correlated with the complexity of the .

~

information thdt children can Hdeal with in thei?\gudgments of conduct (e.g.,
. : . e .
Breznitz & Kugelmass, 1967; Keller, Pringle & Edwards, 1964; Whiteman &

: Kosler, 1964).

3
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,Thus, there is a triad of ass%Fietions: indices of the growth of _

conscienCe tend to be correlated with independent measures of the child'

intelligence as well as with his age (e.g., Abel, 1941; Johnsoﬂ, 1962;

Kohlberg, 1964; MaéRae, 1954). In our view, age-related changes in both ‘

cognitive competencies and preferred cognitive styles n;y reflect age-

correlated alterations in the social learning‘variables salient at S

LY

~different points in development as well as maturationai changesvf\ cognitive

. v ,
capacities, perhapb,in almost inextricable interactions (Mischel & Mischel, 1975).

Moral competence, in our view, includes the ability to reason about
moral dilémmas (for example, 1n the ways measured by Kohlberg) It also

encompasses role-taking skills and empathy of the sort required to take

account of the long-term gonsequences of different courses of action as they - -
» ' -
ctfect other people and as those other people construe them. Moral competencies - ™~

seem essential elements of the sense of fairness fundamental for a conception
¥
of justice, as discussed in the theorizing of such philosophers as Rawls (1971).

Empirically, whiie individuals‘certainly differ in deéfee of moral competence,

Y

considerable he{eroéeneity of both moral reasoning and moral eonduet'mey.be N -
displdyed by(the same individuaL across different situations. Frqm our -

perspective, nuch intra-individual differenCes, as well as differences between .-
individuals, may be underétond in teqps of the unique social learning history -

that unvh‘pcrson has experienced, and reflects the interaction of the products of

v ‘ -
copnitive development and social learning with the specifics of the immediate

'psydhological situation in which behavior is.generated.

. v
From Moral Competence to Moral Conduct .

The individual who knbws how to beheve competently in prosocial, con-

structive ways is capable of such behavior, but whether or not he enacts
them at any given time (or chooses, instead, less virtuous courses of action)
o
. N

depends on specific motivational and performance considerations in the par-

ticular psytholog}caﬂ situation. So far we have considered what the individual .

VA




“ fically what he will do in//’particular situation,one must consider his

~

is capable of do&ng, i.e., his competencies and abilities. But the same

P ~

persen who is capable of the most virtuous moral conduct also may be canable
of aggressive and morally despicable agction. *To go from competence ‘and

v § potential behaviors to actual performanCe, from construction capacity to the
construction of behavior in specific sitgftiond, requires attention to the | ¢
determinants of perforﬂance, In this regard, the person variables of *

A

greatest interest ‘;1 the individual's expectancles and subjective values.

o N

4} It often helps to know what an individual can do, but to predict speci-
. -
specific expectancies about the consequences of different behavioral possibilities N\
in that situation (e.g., Mischel & Staub 1965). 'The subject'®s own behagior—
;butcome e§pectancies guide his selection of behaviors from among the enormous
vnumber -which he is capable of constructirg within any situation (Mischel, 1973).
Obviously, expectations about behavior-outcome relationships depend not only
on the outcomes one has obtained for similar behaVior in similar situationms,
but also on the consequences one has\observed"ocCUrring'to other people.%
One doee not have‘to be arrested for enbezzling to learn some of its con-

>
sequences, one does not have to be searched to learn of alrport security ¢

arrangements and the penalty for concealed weapons, nor does one have to

L

rescue a drowning child to discover the positive consequences of such an act.
ln(ormation thdt altﬁ;s the person s anticipations of the probable outcomes .
to WhLLh a behavior will lead also changes the probabilicty that he will

cnact 1it. n ' \

a

From our perspective, evep the noblest altruism supported by the thighest"

levels of moral reasoning still depends on expected consequences, although . (Vﬂ

.

. o ,
the consequences often are temporally distant, are not in the immediate external
.

t
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environment, are not easily identified, and reside in the actor himself

' .. * (as in self-evaluative reactions) }ather than in social agents. The

young child's behavior may .be governed primarily by expected immediate, con-
crete consequences for himself but with greater maturity the evaluation and,

. reinforcement,of behavior become increasingly autonomous of externa}..ewards . .
~ and punishments and includw more temporally distant and abstract considerations

and self-reactions on theqiart of the actor. But such autonomy does not

\\ imply that the behavior ;o longér depends on expected consequences; it does
suggest that. those consequences increasingly hinge on self-evalbations ands
selffzdminiscered outcomes contingenc upon one's achieving or vlolating oné?s
own standards and on more abstract, temporally distant response consequences .
(Mischel & Mischel, 1975). An individual who says, for example, that a
A particular action is wroné because;it'"violates universal standards of
justice," or because it goeg/;;ainst my con;cience" is still ¢rnsidering the
consequences of the act, but is evaluacing them 1n more abscract terms that )
go beyond immediate, concrete externally administerep outcomes for himsehf

‘ -~ ‘

and that encompass a long temporal 'span (e.g., Rachlid, 1973).

The relations between socialization practires regarding response con-
| npquenrve_nnd ;hc child's age and éognitive competencies are not arbitrary;v'
they probably reflect a continuous ingcrnction of the child's increasipg
! carnitive competvncles with the prlofities and practices of sociauizing‘agents.
It is csscncial for a nother to pgevent young‘Johnny from injuring nis |
wxhling, even when she does not have the time, and the child does not have

3

tfe capacity. to reason about the moral bases of this constraint, and there-

- . 1 ‘ -
tore she @iﬁt rely on specific admonitions andpunishments. Her initial con-

¢ rit {8 more with overyunv's sprvival than with an analysis of their intentions.
. - . e . ’
~ .

! .- . : . .)‘.
) ’ _ ;
o




l.ater in socialization, when the ¢hild's cognitive ana'verba} ek{lle expandf\;_
the justification for right and wrong courses of action tends to become in-
(rea§ing1y based on rules, first of an arbitrary, authority—oriented type

\\ but gradually of a more abstract, g neralized and reasoned nature.?

b Coneider, for example, the dif rencee 1n how a 12-year-old delinquent ;
from a lower eocio-economie class famidy and a professor in an Ivy League

college might handle moral dilemmas in ways that result in the delinquent's
hbeing asdsigned to stage 2 or 3 ofbKoBlberg'e scale of moral maturity.whilew~.
~ , the professor is likely ko reach the higher levels, To‘undefetand the differ~
rnces between these two peopie it s necessary to take account of the differ- ’
ences in their cognitive and verbal skills as well as i; the ways in weich
moxal 1esuee and conduct are represented an& {;eated in their respective
- vx‘Friences. In part, the delinquent youngeter and the professor differ in
the cognitive and linguistic maturity with which they can conceptualize and
articulate "reasons." That is likely to be the case regardless of whether
the 1gsues about which they are asked to)reasoh are moral diiepmas or morally
erolvvant—~f6r example, esthetic judgments about why they prefer particqlar
inetlngs, books, movies or music. When justifying either Ais moral reason-
inpg br his esthetic preferences (&r any other choice, gorally rglevént or ngt)
the proéossnr is likely to deal in "higher?VEbstractione (e.g., about, justice,
.thjt beauty), to invoke more generallizefi rules (e.g., about reciprocig\y *n
.

ethics, about harmony in esthetics) than will the twelve-year-old, The latter
4

is likely to be not only more cone:g;e but also more self-centered and peer-

centered in his explanations. o .
) -
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- Some of the differenijedbetween the juvenile delinquent and the professor

LY

partly reflect their different cognitive capacities, but it 1is also esé%ntiaﬂ

. L to consider the enormous differences in the consequences which they expect

and their different self-regulatory systems, For example, both th delinquent -

and ‘the professor may be partly motivated by expected conbequence guch as . !

. the'approval of their relevant peer group and thelr own self—esteem. But
4

such a sense of approval and self—esteem gay require strict, loyal conform-

. ' fty to the group's conventions for xhe delinquent; for the professor it may

» ’ v
be cont ingent on adherencex?z reciproCit&, consisterrcy, and appeals to
. e

-

uhstrnct‘univeraal principles. . For the professor, moral reasoning oriented *

. . .
&
/ s . oo
~l
.

oxpll(ltly towards approval from others, and adhererce to conventional auth-
. orioy, is unlikely to be rewarding, unlikely to bg valued, and thus unlikely N

to be used. His moral reaaoning will probably be structured and justified in .
- : .
far more impersonal, unselfish " abstract terms, with generalizations about °

’

" universal principles (which would produce a much higher "moral maturity"

. . -
‘J/ score) . But while the particular consequences to which the professor and |
. N . :
the delinquent are especially alert may be difﬁerent,)and while they may
™

- s .

just{ty their choices at different levels of abstraction and verbal qophis—
. & .
tfcation, both are guided by a concern with the external and self-administered
. N . 1
- , !
outcomes expected from the available alternatives. .
N ¢ In sum, in the present v?ew, age-related chnngps.in the style anh con-
» - ] 4 . - . \
ent of moral reasoning and conduct reflect changes if the individaal's cogni-

1

tive and verbal capacities (e.g., the-ability to deal with abstract concepts) .
' 4 - ) Bt '

An interection with tne’social‘}earning variables sallent for him at different
)

points in the life uy(le (e N Aroﬁfrvcd, l§§8).

) . . - .

. . 3.
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Even when different people share similar expectancies about response

nact different patterns of behavior because

.
cuonsequences they may choose to e
. ) -

of differences in the subjeetive values of the outcomes which they expect

(Mischel, 1973; Rotter, 1954). And even when subjective values for parsicular
setivities®re shared, individuals may differ in how they tolerate (and

*

respond to) deviations from those values either in their owﬁfggpavior or in

the donduct of others. For example, to the surprise of many 8 cioldgists,
. . t ’ .

membery of the lower-class (gang and non-gang) and of the middleﬂclass,
‘ \

both blad and white, were-féhnd to endorse similar values "in principle"; \ o
_but Individuals fgom these different subcultures differed in the degree to
which “they tolerated behavioral deviations from the prosocial norms which
thev-all endqrséd abstractly 2Gor¢on, Shoré, Cartwright & Strodtbeck, £§63),

presumably due, in part, to differences in their own self-regulatory systems.

surh systems are discussed next.
4

Tests Qﬁ "moral maturity" (i.e., moral reasoning) have tended to focus on
how the indf%idual solves hypothetical moral dilemmas in story s:tuationg,
but Lhe.successful realization of moral choices in real life often depends
on the faithful execution of long-term commitments that demand high levels
ot selt-control and stringent attention to the distant consequences.of ones'
actionsi.  Moral,conduct requires the individual to adhere to reciprocal
commitments and obligations béhaviura]l;, even (or especially) under extremely
ditYicult conditions, and not merely to endérse them in principle. Such prolonged
seld-control gequences involve more than mature reasoning and judgment about
justice; thez hinge on the individual's ability to regulate his 6wn behavior
. ven in the face of strong temptat ions and situational pressures tor long

-

Cyme. pertody and without thie aid of anv obvious or fmmediate external rewards

)
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and supports. As noted earliery self-control is an important aspect of

morality, for without it moral ideals qanhot be realized. " Indeed, some

~

philosophers suggest that all virtues are forms of se%f;control (Von Wright,

1965 3).  To go from moral thought to moral conduct requires self-regulation.

- N

Although behavior is controlled to a eonsiderable degree by externally-

- -

administered consequences for actions, each person also regulates his own

behavior by self-imposed goals ‘(standards) and self-produced consequences.

| ven when there are no external constraints and social monitors, individuals -
L]

.ot standards for themselves and criticize or commenditheir own ‘behavior de-

pending on how well it fits their expeétations and standards of appropriate?ess

and fairness (Bandura, 1971b; Kanfer, 1971; Kanfér & Marston, 1963, Mischel, 1968).

L .
After the individual has set his standards (terminal goals) for conduct

in a part;cular sifhation the route toward their realizagion may be long

«nd difficult. In that case, progress may be mediated extenaively by covert

’

.dymboiic activities, such as self-praise and self-instructions, as the indiyl-

T

Jdual reaches sub-goals en route. When reinforcing and noxidus stimuli are

imagined, their behavioral consequences may be the same as when such stimuli
1
are presented externally (e.g., Cautela, 1971). These covert activities

serve to maintain goal-directed work until the performance reaches or exceeds

the person's terminal standards (e.g., Bandura, 1969). Progress toward

goal “attainment also may be aided by self—genératéd distractions and cogni=-

, AN
t ive operations through which the person can transform the aversive ''self-

I3

s .
~ontrol" situation into one which he can master effectively (e.g., Mischel,

{ hhesen & Zelss, '_1972; Mischel & Moore, 1973; Mischel, Moore & Zeiss,

- ' .
1973). VWhen important goals are attained, positive self=appraisal and selfzg
roinforcement tend to occur, whereas the {ndividual may indulge in psvcholog-
.\l self-lacerations and self-condemnation if he tailg to reach significant

4
we1f-imposed standards.

- 66011
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The organization of self-regulatory behayiors also requires attentiep

“;)the ‘ndividual's "prio}ity rules" for determining the sequencing of

stop. rules” for the termination of a particular sequence of

hehavior and "

behavior. Prosocial, morally-relevant behaViors; like other complex human.

" actions (mofal, immoyal, or neutral), depend on the execution of lengthy,,
immterlocking ugquenies of thought and behavior. The cdncept of "planéh as

hicerarchical processes whiCh contrel the order in which-an organism performs
- - -/ . . >

<1 sequence of opcrations (Miller, Galanter S Pribram, 1960) seems applicable,

-

. . . o
and merits much mote research attention than™it has. recelived.
. - '
tood Reasons for Justifying Bad Actions? -
e - * o o
" Although?we cannot cven begin to revigw here the empfrical literature

on the discriminativeness of self-control and moral behavior, i our reading
’ . 4 7 .

1t provides little aupporf'for’the belief in-a unitary iotrapsychic moral

)

agency like the superego or for a unitary trait entity of yconscience or
I N . .

honesty (Mischel, 1968; 1974). Rathgr than acquifing a homogenedus conscience

»

that, determines upiformlyvall aspects of,eheirlself—contrOI, ﬁeople develop
subtldr discrimfhations that depend on many moderating variables, that involve

2

complex {interactions, and that encompass diverse.components (Mischel, 1973).

LN

Thgse components Jnclude moral ludgments, voluntary delay-of-reward, resistance

to tempgation, self-reattions following transgression, self-evaluative and self-
R { ' ’

reinforcing patterns -and many other syndromeg, cach of which includes further

rather .discrete subprocesses that tend to be only modestly and complexly inter-~,

L ]

(Mischel, 1973). “ , v ’

.

The discriminativeness of prosocial behavior and 1ts idiosynczatic organ-

related, and that méy be idiosynéfﬂti}ally orginized within each individual
. ! -

-

{ration within each pergoqshag‘importaAL social implications. It:gshould alert

)

us, for example, to the fact thgt the same individual who espouses high moral

4

principles also may engage in harmful, aggressive actions against dthers who
. LI i

: )

violate hia conceptions of Yustice. Paical's comment, "Fvil 1a mever done

-~
-

\
A 66012
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' so. choroughly,or so well as when it is done with a good conscience" is supported
s

Y

// by the’ many histori}al and contemporary incidents’ ir which the individuals who

’ ' ’ ~

’ committed.evil deedg seemed more deficient in compassion and empathy than in :

N\ ‘e .
moral reasdning (Kenniston, 1970). . - Ja

’ A} .

History is replete with atrocities that were justifzii by invoking the

ho were equally con—

v

highest principles and rhat were perpetrated upon wvictim

. !

vinced of* theiy own moral principles. In ‘the name of justice, of the common
. . \ : -

welfare, of universal ethics, and of God, millions of people have been-killed
and whole cultures destroyed. In recent history, concepts of universal right,

equality, freedom, and social equity have been used to justify every variety

of murder including genocide., Presidential assassinations, airplane hijackings,

and massacres of Olympic athletes have been committed for alledgedly selfless
. / .

- motives .of highest morality and principle;- The supreme moral self—sacrificés

of the Japanese suicide pilots in World War II were perceived as moral outrages

'

by.others who did not share their perspective.

-~ People tend to be facile about justif ing‘their own diverse actions and

g
¥ ,

" comsgytments no matter how reprehensible they may seem to others, A wide vari-

ety of self-deceptive mechanisms may'be used to facilitate and excuse the most

\\horrvndous acts. Invocation of higher principles, dehumanization of victims,

. . o N
diffusion and displacement of responsibility, blame attribution, and the adop-

.tion of inhumane codes for gelf-reinforcement all may serve to maintain extra-

ordina:ily cruel aggressions (Bandura, 1973).
The extremely complex relations among diverse aspects ofvprosocial beha—fg:

-

vior within the same person, and the specific interactions betWeen.human con- .

duct and the psychological conditions in which it occurs, prevent global gen- //

i era]iaac\ons about the ' overall" nature and causes of moral—-and immoral-- /

7

actlons. It is tempting but -misleading to ca egorize people into the cross-
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sitpatioﬁhliy moral versus tle broadly imm;}al; A world of éood guys versus
o bad gﬁys, as in ﬁh? wgstern films in which the cowboys' white or black hats
permit easylidéhtification Qf the virtuous versus the villainous, is ssductive,
‘More'sophisticate& soclal sclepce versions of stratification‘systems~théf
categorize pebple in terms of their overall level of mpraligy, unless cafe-

. ‘ fully moderated, can leéd to an elitism that is gmpiéig}all& unjustj-;fied’fasv )
we¥1 as sociall& hazardous., While it may be useful for some'purposes,to label
and assess peéple's status on ouf‘dimensions of character aﬁd moral value,i
perhaps the greatest challenge té;social seflence will be to discover the ppti-
mal con&itions ﬁhat can help each person realize himself in the ways he con~

strueg as best within the great range of capacities potentially open to him

. 8
without violating the rights of others.
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